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I. REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The real party in interest is Basel] Poliolefinc Italia s.r.L, which 
of the present application and which is a company organized and existing! under 



IL RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

There arc no other prior or pending appeals, interferences, or jud 
to Appellants, Appellants* legal representative, or the assignee which 
affect, or be directly attbeted by or have a bearing on the Board's decision 



ID. STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 1-14, 24 and 25 stand rejected and are being appealed. 

IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

The amendment after Final Rejection cancelling withdrawn claim£ 15-23 was entered. 

V. SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 



Tn independent claim 1 a Appellants are currently claiming a 
continuous production of an emulsion, the process comprising subjecting 
liquids to a sequence of at least two mixing stages carried out in at lea<jt 
rotor devices, each comprising at least one rotor disk and at least one statjor, 
disk having a peripheral velocity, wherein a peripheral outlet from a fi 
connected to an axial inlet in a successive stator-rotor device by means 
initial portion and an end portion, in which a Reynolds number Rej 



• in>i 
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the assignee of record 
the laws of Italy. 



ial proceedings known 
may relate to, directly 
in this appeal. 



rnqltistage' process for the 
at least two immiscible 
two successive stator- 
; the at least one rotor 
st stator-rotor device is 
>f a duct comprising an 
ide said duct is higher 
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eriulsion 



(A>pl 



enulsion 



-30) 



than 5000, the initial portion of the duct being oriented in a direction 
the circumference of the rotor; and the peripheral velocity of each rotor 
devices ranguing from 5 to 60 m/s. (AppL, p. 4, lines 4-1 1) 

Claim 2 depends upon claim 1 and farther specifies Lhat the 
dispersed phase, a molten adduct of magnesium dihalidc-Lewis base. 

Claim 3 depends upon claim 2 and further specifies that the 
continuous phase, a liquid which is inert and immiscible with said molten 
dihalide-Lewis base. (AppL, p. 4, lines 27-28) 

Claims 4 and 5 depend upon claim 3, with claim 4 further 
immiscible liquid is selected from aliphatic and aromatic hydn>carbo[is : 
polymers or mixtures of said compounds; (Appl., p. 4, lines 29-! 
specifying that the molten adduct of magnesium dihalide-Lewis base is 
rotor device at a weight ratio of less than 0,5 with respect to said incrl 
(AppL, p. 4, line 33 to page 5, line 1) 

Claims 6, 7, b\ and 9 depend upon claim 1, with claim 6 furthei 
mixing stage a residence time is of less than 1 second; (AppL, p. 5, 
specifying that the peripheral velocity of the at least one rotor disk is 
from 20 to 60 m/sec; (AppL, p. 5, line 8), claim 8 farther specifying 
Rc T inside said duel is higher than 8000; (AppL, p. 5, line 7), and claii|n 
sequence of three mixing stages. (AppL, p. 6, lines 34-35) 

Claims 10 and 11 depend upon claim 2, with claim 10 further 
magnesium dihalide is magnesium chloride; (AppL, p. 7, lines 1-2) 
specifying that the Lewis base is selected from amines, alcohols, 



Page 4 

substantially tangential to 
of said stator-rotor 
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comprises, as a 
, p. 4, lines 25-27) 

comprises, as a 
adduct of magnesium 



specifying that the inert and 
, silicone oils, liquid 
and claim 5 farther 
fed to said first stator- 
and immiscible liquid. 

specifying that in each 
ine 9), claim 7 farther 
comprised in the range 
thlit the Reynolds number 
9 further specifying a 



specifying that the 
and claim 11 further 
esters, phenols, ethers, 
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linis 



polyethers, aromatic or aliphatic (poly)carboxylie acids. (AppL, p. 7, li 

Claim 12 depends upon claim 11, and further specifies that the I 
of formula ROH ? in which R is an alkyl group containing from 1 to 1 0 
lines 2-6). 

Claim 13 depends upon claim 2 and further specifies that 
MgCh-mROH-nJiiO, wherein m=0. 1-0.0, n-0-0.7 and R= alkyl group C 
4-8) 

Claim 14 depends upon claim 13 and further specifies that m=- 
ethyl group. (AppL, p. 7, lines 9-10) 
Claims 15 to 23 are canceled. 

Claims 24 and 25 depend upon claim 1, with claim 24 further 
portion of the duct is oriented in a direction substantially parallel to 
rotor; (AppL, p. 7, lines 14-17), and claim 25 further specifying that 
forces the emulsion to flow from the rotor axis towards the peripheral 
5, lines 13-17) 



2-4) 

,ewis base is an alcohol 
cqrbon atoms. (AppL, p, 7, 

the molten adduct is 
-Ciq. (AppL, p. 7, lines 

.0-4.0, n-0-0.4 and R= 



VI* GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPFjAl 

(A) Whether claims 1-5, 7-14, and 24-25 are unpatentable undh* 
over U.S. Patent Publication No. 2003/0096699 of Arletti 
of U.S. Patent No. 2,461,276 of Hetherington ("Hcthcringl 
No. 1,489,786 of Povey ct aL ("Povey"). 

(B) Whether claims 1 -5, 7-14, and 24-25 arc unpatentable und|sr 35 U.S.C. §103(a) 
over Povey in view of Arletti. 



Pa9e:7'24 



Page 5 



specifying that the end 
trie rotation axes of each 
ijiie rotation of the rotor 
run of the rotor. (AppL, p. 



35 U.S.C § 103(a) 
it aL ("Arletti") in view 
,ion") and U.S. Patent 
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(C) Whether claim 6 is unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) 
Hetherington, Povey, and U.S. Patent No. 4,089,835 of Kcjnig 

(D) Whether claim 6 is unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) 
Arletti and Konig. 
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.>ver Arletti in view of 

et al. ("Konig"). 
wer Povey in view of 



VII- ARGUMENT 

(A) Claims 1-5 . 7-1 4, and 24-25 are patentable under 35 U. 



S.C. $ 103(a ) over U.S. 



Patent Publication No. 200 3/0096699 of Arlutti el: al. ("Arietta in view of U.S. Pate nt No, 



2,461,276 of Hetherington ("Hetherington"> and U.S. Patent No. L4 &.786 o f Povey et aL 



f u Povev T n. 

Appellants respectfully submit that a prima facie case of Obviousnesj; has not been made out 
by the Examiner. 

Combination Of References Does Not Teach All The Elements ofCtaims 



tie 



Arletti do not teach, suggest or disclose the current claims. First, Arletti 
multistage process for the continuous production of an emulsion, 
subjecting at least two immiscible liquids to a sequence of at least two 
in at least two successive stator-rotor devices each comprising at least 
stator. At most, Arlclti leach a first step consisting of a single emulsjion 
second cooling/solidification step where droplets of Mg dihalide are solidified 
lo [0018]). The cooling/solidification is important to obtaining particljes 
morphology and size distribution, (paragraph 10015]) Moreover, contrary 
contention, vessel I along with its stirrer 4 and cooling bath 15 along 
not rotor-stator devices. Vessel 1 is simply a stirred tank and has no statfrr 
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s process is not a 
process comprising 
njixmg stages carried out 
one rotor disk and one 
-forming step and a 
(paragraphs [0016] 
with the appropriate 
to the Examiner's 
th tubular zone 20 are 
alall. The fact that a 
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vessel is equipped with a stirrer, and happens to have internal piping 
combination as a rotor-stator device, as in the present claims. Similarly, 
simply a stirred tank with a draft tube. The fact that it has a stirrer 16 and 
not qualify the combination as a rotor-stator device, as in the present claims, 
pointed to paragraph [0035] as allegedly being proof of Areletti teaching 
however, Arletti's discussion of a rotor-stator device is completely gcr|cric : 
refers only lo step (a) in vessel 1, not vessel 15. 

Second, Arletti do not disclose a peripheral outlet from a first statoij-rotor 
to an axial inlet in a successive stator-rotor device. Kven assuming 
constitutes a stator as part of a rotor-stator device as claimed, which it 
teach introducing the emulsion into an axial inlet Introduction is clearly) shown 
the turbulent zone 20. 

Third, Arletti do not disclose an initial portion of a duct being 
substantially tangential to the circumference of the rotor. As discussed 
disclose a stator at all, much less a rotor-stator device. Further, pipe 
emulsion to a rotor-stator device, but to a cooling bath performing a co< 
Finally, Arletti do not teach, suggest or disclose that the duct is 
substantially tangential to the circumference of the rotor. 

With respect to Hclhcringlon anil Povey, they do not cure the 
Hctherington relates to a continuous process of manufacturing lubricating ; 
to a machine for disintegrating solid material in the presence of 
emulsification or admixture of liquids. Contrary to the Kxarninir 
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does not qualify the 
, cooling bath 15 is 
a tubular zone 20 does 
s. The Bxamincr has 
a rotor-stator device, 
c, and in any event, 

device connected 
that turbulent xone 20 
Joes not, Arletti do not 
at a midpoint of 

oriented in a direction 
bove, vessel 1 does not 
4 does not convey the 
<j>ling/solidification step, 
oriented in a direction 



deficiencies of Arletti. 
greases. Povey relates 
a liquid and for the 
\s assertions, neither 
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discloses a device that 
c Arletti is specifically 



Gordon. 733 FJd 900, 



iletherington nor Povey teach, suggest or disclose an initial portion of the duct being oriented in 
a direction substantially tangential to the circumference of the rotor, 
Arletti/Povey teach away from their combination 
Povcy actually Leaches away from combination with Arletti since it 
disintegrates solid materials (page 2, right column, lines 103-110), whi 
designed to solidify materials out of solution in a carefully designed way [so as to affect the solids 
morphology and particle size distribution. It is well settled that there is no suggestion or 
motivation to make a proposed modification if the modification wor ld render the prior art 
invention being modified unsatisfactory for its intended purpose. Tn re 
221 USPQ 1 125 (Fed. Cir. 1984) There would thus be no reasonable ejcpechition of success in 
modifying the references as proposed by the Examiner, and the rationale of the Examiner does 
not represent the standard of Obviousness for the Federal Circuit since it "does not present a 
finite (and small in the context of the art) number of options easily traversed to show 
obviousness." Orlho-McNeil Pharmaceutical, inc. v. Mylan Laboratories, Inc., 520 F.3d 1358, 
1364 (Fed. Cir. 2008) 

(B) Claims 1-5.7-1 4, and 25-26 ore patentab le under 35 U.S.^. Sl03(a> over Povev 
in view of Arletti. 

Appellants respectfully submit that a prima facie case o['Onvu>usne4 has not been made out 
by the Examiner. 

First, as acknowledged by the Examiner, Povey do not teach a sccon|d stator-rotor device, or 
a Reynolds number inside the duct of higher than 5000. However, contf-ary to the assertions of 
the Examiner, Povey also do not teach, suggest or disclose an initial portion of the duct being 
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tlie 



emulsion- 



solk ified i 



particles 



contrary 



with 



oriented in a direction substantially tangential to the circumference of 
deficiencies of Povey, the Examiner has relied upon Arletti. However, 
multistage process lor the continuous production of an emulsion, 
subjecting at least two immiscible liquids to a sequence of at least two 
in at least two successive stator-rutor devices each comprising at least 
stator. At most, Arletti teach a first step consisting of a singte 
second cooling/solidification step where droplets of Mg dihalide are 
to [0018]), The cooling/solidification is important to obtaining 
morphology and size distribution, (paragraph [0015]) Moreover, 
contention, vessel 1 along with its stirrer 4 and cooling bath 15 along 
not rotor-stator devices, as in the recited claims. Vessel 1 is simply a 
stator at all. The fact thul a vessel is equipped with a stirrer, and happen*; 
does not qualify the combination as a rolor-stator device, as in the 
cooling bath 15 is simply a stirred tank with a draft tube. The fact tha 
stirrer 16 and a tubular zone 20 does not qualify the combination as a 
the present claims. Thu Examiner has pointed to paragraph [0035] as 
Arclctli teaching a rotor-stator device, however, Arlctti's discussion of 
completely generic, and in any event, refers only to step (a) in vessel 1 , 

Moreover, Arletti do not disclose a peripheral outlet from a first stato^ 
to an axial inlet in a successive stator-rotor device. Hven assuming 
constitutes a stator as part of a rotor-stator device as claimed., which il 
teach introducing the emulsion into an axial inlet. Introduction is clearly 
the turbulent zone 20. 



tic 
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rotor. To remedy the 
^rletti's process is not a 
process comprising 
nixing stages carried out 
one rotor disk and one 
-forming step and a 
(paragraphs [00 16 J 
with the appropriate 
to the Hxaminer's 
tubular zone 20 are 
stirred tanic and has no 
to have internal piping 
claims. Similarly, 
the cooling bath has a 
rbtor-stator device, as in 
allegedly being proof of 
a rotor-stator device is 
vessel 15, 

rotor device connected 
that turbulent zone 20 
loes not, Arletti do not 
shown at a midpoint of 



present 



not 
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Arletti also do not disclose an initial portion of a duel being 
substantially tangential to the circumference of the rotor. As discussed 
disclose a stator at all, much less a rotor-stator device. Further, pipe 
emulsion to a rotor-stator device, but to a cooling bath performing a co 
Finally, Arlelli do not teach, suggest or disclose that the duct is 
substantially tangential to the circuinfcrcncc of the rotor. 

Arletti/Povey teach away from their combination 

The Examiner's combination of Povey and Arletti is flawed because 
away from combination with Arletti. Povey discloses a device that 
(page 2, right column, lines 103-1 10), while Arletti is specifically designed 
out of solution in a carefully designed way so as to affect the solids 
distribution. It is well settled that there is no suggestion or motivation 
modification if the modification would render the prior art i 
unsatisfactory for its intended purpose. In re Gordon, 733 l\2d 9QU> 22 'j 
1984) There would thus be no reasonable expectation of success in 
proposed by the Examiner, and the rationale of the Examiner does not 
Obviousness for the Federal Circuit since it "does not present a finite (an<|J 
the art) number of options easily traversed to show obviousness/' Ortho- 
tic, v. Mylan Laboratories, Inc., 520 F.3d 1358, 1364 (fed. Cir. 2008). 
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oriented in a direction 
bovc, vessel 1 does not 
4 does not convey the 
6ling/solidification step, 
oriented in a direction 



Pa9e: 12'24 



Povey actually teaches 
disintegrates solid materials 
to solidity materials 
morpfhology and particle size 
to make a proposed 
invention being modified 
USPQ 1125 (Fed, Cir. 
modifying the reference as 
^present the standard of 
small in the context of 
McNeil Pharmaceutical, 
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(C) C laim 6 is patentable under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) over A rletti in view of 
Hetherington. Povev. and U.S. Patent No, 4.089,835 of Konig et ah ("Koi|ug"Y 



Appellants respectfully submit that a prima facie case of Obviousness; has not been made out 
by the Examiner. 

Combination Of References Does Not Teach All Elements of Claim* 



tie 



Arletti do not teach, suggest or disclose the current claims. First, A|rletti 
multistage process for the continuous production of an emulsion, 
subjecting at least two immiscible liquids to a sequence of at least two m 
in at least two successive stator-rotor devices each comprising at least 
stator. At most, Arletti teach a first step consisting of a single emuls 
second cooling/solidification step where droplets of Mg dihalide are solidified 
to [0018]), The cooling/solidification is important to obtaining particles 
morphology and size distribution, (paragraph [0015J) Moreover, contrary 
contention, vessel 1 along with its stirrer 4 and cooling bath 15 along 
not rotor-stator devices. Vessel 1 is simply a stirred tank and has no stater 
vessel is equipped with a stirrer, and happens to have internal piping 
combination as a rotor-stator device as in the present claims. Similarly, 
simply a stirred tank with a draft tube. The fact that it has a stirrer 1 6 anc 
not qualify the combination as a rotor-stator device as in the present claims 
pointed to paragraph [0035] as allegedly being proof of Areletti teaching 
however, Arlcttfs discussion or a rolor-slator device is completely 
refers only to step (a) in vessel 1 , not vessel 1 5. 
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process comprising 
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oivforming step and a 
itied (paragraphs [00161 
with the appropriate 
to the Examiner's 
tubular zone 20 are 
at all. The fact that a 
does not qualify the 
, cooling bath 1 5 is 
a tubular zone 20 does 
. The Examiner has 
; a rotor-stator device, 
ic, and in any event, 
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Second, Arlctti do not disclose a peripheral outlet from a first stater 
to an axial inlet in a successive stator-rotor device. Hven assuming 
constitutes a stator as part of a rotor-stator device us claimed, which il 
teach introducing the emulsion into an axial inlet. Introduction is clearly 
the turbulent zone 20, 

Third, Arletti do not disclose an initial portion of a duct being 
substantially tangential to the circumference of the rotor. As discussed 
disclose a stator at all, much less a rotor-stator device. Further, pipe 
emulsion to a rotor-stator device, but to a cooling bath performing a eo< 
Finally, Arletti do not teach, suggest or disclose that the duct is 
substantially tangential to the circumference of the rotor. 

With respect to Hctherington and Povey ? they do not cure the 
Hetherington relates to a continuous process of manufacturing lubricating ; 
to a machine for disintegrating solid material in the presence of 
emulsification or admixture of liquids. Contrary to the Examin<ir 
Hetherington nor Povey teach, suggest or disclose an initial portion of th 
a direction substantially tangential to the circumference of the rotor. 

Artetti/Povey teach away from their combination 

Povey teaches away from combination with Arletti since it dj 
disintegrates solid materials (page 2, right column, lines 103-1 10), whi 
designed to solidify materials out of solution in a carefully designed way 
morphology and particle size distribution. It is well settled that thelre 
motivation to make a proposed modification if the modification wouHd 
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-rotor device connected 
that turbulent zone 20 
loes not, Arletti do not 
shown at a midpoint of 

oriented in a direction 
tjbove, vessel 1 does not 
4 does not convey the 
(Mingteolidification step. 
< oriented in a direction 

Jefieiencies of Arletti. 
greases. Povey relates 
a liquid and for the 
*s assertions, neither 
2 duct being oriented in 



scloses a device that 
e Arletti is specifically 
so as to affect the solids 
is no suggestion or 
render the prior art 
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invention being modified unsatisfactory for its intended purpose. In re 
221 USPQ 1125 (Fed. Cin 1984) 

Konizdoesn y t remedy the deficiencies of ArlettL Povev. and Hethertfig ton 



Konig 



does 



First, Konig docs not remedy Ihe deficiencies of Arletti, Povey 
discussed above. Second, claim six recites a residence time of less than 
Konig teaches residence times of about 1 second up to 10 minutes, 
embodiment residence times of 2 seconds to 3 minutes (col. 10, lines 
lower limit of the preferred residence time range in Konig is over twice 
the recited claim, with the upper limit of the preferred residence time ran; 
that of the upper limit of the claimed residence time. Thus, Konig 
range of less than one second recited in claim 6 lor the residence time, 
same, and are in fact different There would thus be no reasonable 
modifying the references as proposed by the Examiner, and the rational 
not represent the standard of Obviousness for the Federal Circuit since 
finite (and small in the context oT the art) number of options 
obviousness." Ortho-McNeil Pharmaceutical, Inc. v. Mylan Laboratories 
1364 (Fed. Cir. 2008). 



fiat i 



(D) Claim 6 is patentable under 35 LLS.C. 8 103(a) over Povev 



Konig. 

Appellants respectfully submit that a prima facie case of Obviousness 
by the Examiner. 
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Gordon, 733 R2d 900, 



and Hctherington, as 
<|ne second. In contrast, 
teaches as a preferred 
38-40). Therefore, the 
of the upper limit in 
;e being over 600 times 
not teach the claimed 
The ranges are not the 
expectation of success in 
5 of the Kxaminer does 
it "docs not present a 
traversed to show 
; Inc., 520 b\3d 1358, 



easily 



in vi ew of Arletti and 



ha*s r\i)t been made out 
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Combination Of References Does Not Teach All Elements of Claim: ; 



ond 



the 



tie 



rr i 



emulsion- 



solicified 



First, as acknowledged by the Examiner, Povey do not teach a sec 
a Reynolds number inside the duct of higher than 5000. However, 
the Examiner, Povey also do not teach, suggest or disclose an initial 
oriented in a direction substantially tangential to the circumference of 
dclicicncics of Povey, the Examiner has relied upon Arletti. However, 
multistage process for the continuous production of an emulsion, 
subjecting at least two immiscible liquids to a sequence of at least two 
in at least two successive stator-rotor devices each comprising at least 
stator. At most, Arletti teach a first step consisting of a single 
second cooling/solidification step where droplets of Mg dihalidc arc 
to [0018]). The cooling/solidification is important to obtaining 
morphology and size distribution, (paragraph [0015]) Moreover, 
contention, vessel 1 along with its stirrer 4 and cooling bath 15 along 
not rotor-stator devices as in the recited claims. Vessel 1 is simply a 
stator at all. The feet that a vessel is equipped with an agitator, and 
piping does not qualify the combination as a rotor stator device. S 
simply a stirred tank with a draft tube. The fact that the cooling bath 
tubular zone 20 docs not qualify the combination as a rotor-stator device 
The Examiner has pointed to paragraph [0035] as allegedly being 
rolor-slator device, however, Arletti's discussion of a rotor-stator device 
and in any event, refers only to step (a) in vessel 1 , not vessel 1 5 



cont *ary 



portion 



particl ss 



contrary 



with 



hippc 



Simil arly 



I proof >f 
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stator-rotor device, or 
to the assertions of 
of the duct being 
rotor. To remedy the 
^rlctti's process is not a 
process comprising 
xing stages carried out 
one rotor disk and one 
forming step and a 
(paragraphs [0016] 
with the appropriate 
to the Examiner's 
tubular zone 20 are 
stirred tank and has no 
ens to have internal 
, cooling bath 1 5 is 
has a stirrer 16 and a 
is in the present claims. 

Areletti teaching of a 
is completely generic, 
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coul 



Moreover, Arlctti do not disclose a peripheral outlet from a first stator- 
to an axial inlet in a successive stator-rotor device. Even assuming 
constitutes a stator as part of a rotor-stator device as claimed, which it 
teach introducing the emulsion into an axial inlet. Introduction is clearly 
the turbulent zone 20. 

Arletti also do not disclose an initial portion of a duct being 
substantially tangential to the circumference of the rotor. As discussed 
disclose a stator at all, much less a rotor-stator device. Further, pipe 
emulsion to a rotor-stator device, but to a cooling bath performing a 
Finally, Arletti do not teach, suggest or disclose that the duct is 
substantially tangential to the circumference of the rotor. 

Artetti/Povey teach away from their combination 

The fcxaminer's combination of Povcy and Arletti is flawed 
from combination with Arletti. Povcy discloses a device that disintegrat 
2, right column, lines 103-1 10), while Arletti is specifically designed to 
solution in a carefully designed way so as to affect the solids 
distribution. It is well settled that there is no suggestion or motivation 
modification if the modification would render the prior art i 
unsatisfactory for its intended purpose. In re Gordon, 733 F.2d 900, 221 
1984) There would thus be no reasonable expectation of success in moc 
proposed by the Examiner, and the rationale of the Examiner does not 
Obviousness for the Federal Circuit since it "does not present a finite (and 



Page 15 

-rotor device connected 
that turbulent zone 20 
ioes not, Arletti do not 
shown at a midpoint of 



oriented in a direction 
above, vessel 1 does not 
4 does not convey the 
ing/solidification step. 
Ariented in a direction 



becau ic 



morph riogy 



invention 



Pa9e: 17'24 



Povey teaches away 
solid materials (page 
solidify materials out of 
and particle size 
to make a proposed 
being modified 
USPQ 1125 (Fed. Or. 
ifying the references as 
esent the standard of 
small in the context of 
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the art) number of options easily traversed to show obviousness." Ortho- 
Inc. v, Mylan laboratories. Inc., 520 F.3d 1358, 1 364 (Fed. Cir. 2008). 
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McNeil Pharmaceutical^ 
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V1IL CONCLUSION 



Appellants respectfully ask the Board of Appeals and Interferences 
reverse the Section 103(a) rejections because a prima facie case of 
made out. 



Page 17 



to reconsider and 
oblviousncss has not been 



Respectfully submitted > 
Arrigo Arletti ct al. 

By: C^l^ 



William R. Reid 
Reg. No. 47,894 
Attorney for Appellahts 



Equistar Chemicals, LP 
Ncwtown-Square Center 
3801 WestChester Pike 
Newtown Square, PA 19073 



2010 
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Attorney's Telephone No.: 610-550-3340 
Attorney's Facsimile No.: 713-308-5543 
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1 hereby certify that this correspondence is being facsimile transmitted to the United States 
Patent and Trademark Office (Fax. No, 57 1 -2j!><ttG0) on Ma> 1 8, 2010. 




PAGE 19/24 * RCVD AT 5/18/2010 4:13:00 PM [Eastern Daylight Tmie] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF*39 * DNIS:2738300 * CSID:16103592414 "DURATION (mm-ss):04-28 



Best Available Copy 

MAY- 18-2010 16:05 From: LYONDELLBASELL 16103592414 



To: 915712738300 



10/575,751 



IX. CLAIMS APPENDIX 



Appeal Brief 



4. 



5. 



(rejected) A multistage process Tor the continuous production of 
comprising subjecting at least two immiscible liquids to a sequence 
stages carried out in at least two successive stator-rotor devices 
one rotor disk and at least one stator, the at least one rotor 
velocity, wherein: 

- a peripheral outlet from a first stator-rotor device is connected 
successive stator-rotor device by means of a duct comprising 
end portion, in which a Reynolds number Rer inside said duct 
initial portion of the duct being oriented in a direction < 
circunitcrcnce of the rotor; and 

- the peripheral velocity of each rotor of said stator-rotor 
m/s. 

(rejected) The process according to claim 1, wherein said 
dispersed phase, a molten adduct of magnesium dihalide-Lcwis 
(rejected) The process according to claim 2, wherein said 
continuous phase, a liquid which is inert and immiscible with 
magnesium dihalide-Lewis base. 

(rejected) The process according to claim 3, wherein said inert 
selected from aliphatic and aromatic hydrocarbons, silicone 
mixtures of said compounds. 

(rejected) The process according to claim 3, wherein said moltejn 
dihalide-T^jwis base is fed to said first stator-rotor device at a weikht 
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*un emulsion, the process 
c of at least two mixing 
iach comprising at least 
dfsk having a peripheral 

to an axial inlet in a 
an initial portion and an 
is higher than 5000, the 
substantially tangential to the 

devices ranges from 5 to 60 

emulsion comprises, as a 
base. 

entulsion comprises, as a 
said molten adduct of 

and immiscible liquid is 
o[ils, liquid polymers or 

adduct of magnesium 
ratio of less than 0.5 
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with respect to said inert and immiscible liquid, 
(rejected) The process according to claim 1, wherein in each 
time is of less than I second. 

(rejected) The process according to claim 1 9 wherein the peripheral 
one rotor disk is comprised in the range from 20 to 60 m/scc 
(rejected) The process according to claim 1, wherein the 
said duct is higher than 8000. 

(rejected) The process according to claim 1 comprising a 
stages. 

(rejected) The process according to claim 2, wherein said 
magnesium chloride, 

(rejected) The process according to claim 2, wherein said Lewis 
amines, alcohols, esters, phenols, ethers, polyethers, 
(poly)earboxylic acids, 

(rejected) The process according to cJaim 1 1, wherein said Lew 
formula ROH, in which R is an alkyl group containing from 1 to 

13. (rejected) The process according to claim 2, wherein 
MgCl 2 'rnROH-nH20, wherein m~0. 1-6.0, n=0-0.7 and R- alkyl 

14. (rejected) The process according to claim 13, wherein m=2,0-4. 
group. 

Claims 15-23 (canceled) 

24. (rejected) The process according to claim 1, wherein the enc 
oriented in a direction substantially parallel to the rotation axes o1 



10 



11 



12 
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njixi.ng stage a residence 

velocity of the at least 

Reynolds number Re T inside 

sequence of three mixing 

magnesium dihalidc is 

base is selected from 
tfromatie or aliphatic 

is base is an alcohol of 
0 carbon atoms, 
(he molten adduct is 
g|roupC,-Cio. 
X n=0-0.4 and R- ethyl 



portion of the duct is 
each rotor. 
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25. (rejected) The process or claim 1 wherein rotation of the rotor) forces the emulsion to 
flow from the rolor axis towards the peripheral rim of the rotor. 
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XL RELATED PROCEEDINGS APPENDIX 

Not applicable. 
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